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Based on the following remarks, 'Applicant respect/ully requests reconsideration and
allowance of the pending claims.
1 8 CLATM REIJECTIONS

Under 35 U.S.C. § 102

The Oflice Action has rejected claims 1, 4, and 7 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being
anticipated by published application 1J.S. 2004/0203388 to flenry et al. (hereinafter Henry). The
Office Action states all elements of the pending claims can be found primarily in Fig, 3 and the
associated text portion ol’ Henry. Applicant respectfully traverses this iejeclion and requests
reconsideration and withdrawal thereof. - |

A. Remarks regarding patentaﬁillty of pending Claim 1.

“A claim is anticipated only if cach and every element as set forth in the claim is found,
either expressly or inherently described, in a single prior art reference.” See MPEP § 2131;
Verdegaal Bros. V. Uniun Qil Co. of Calif,, 814 I'.2d 628, 631 (Fed. Cir. 1987).

With regard to pending Claim 1 the Office Action, respectfully, incorrectly statcs Llenry
includes the step of “communicating wireless signals to the wireless peripheral device, the
wireless signals utilizing more than one wireless technology stzmdard” as exhibited in Figure 3
and the associatcd text portion of Henry. Rather Figure 3 of Henry demonstrates that if “a
second RFTR responsc is received” then the first RFTR “establish|es] a wircless connection with
said second RFIR.” ‘There the first RFTR will never transmit the request for the second RFTR-
over a second channcl because a wireless connection has already been established. Paragraph
[0007] specifically states that during the “discovery process, the first REI'R may transmit a

request for all unassociated RT peripheral devices to respond over a first channel” and “If the

il
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response [rom the sccond RFTR is not received, the first RFTR may transmit the request for all
unassociated RF peripheral devices Lo respond over a second channel.” (cmphasis added). This
teaches that if a response from a second RFIR is received then a request docs not bave to be
transmitted o?cr a second channe! unless there are other RF peripheral devices to detect.
‘Parugraphs |0028] and [0030] ol Henry echocs the relationship betwecn the causality of not
receiving a response from a second RFTR and sending a response over a sccond channel.
Further, it is not the purpose of the multiple channels in Henry to try to conform to a
differcnt wireless technology standard to cstablish a means of communication, but rather to
maintain rcliable communication aftcr the “discovery process™ is completed. (Paragraph [0007)).
The sccondary channels of Henry arc only used when there is significant interruption ora
primary channel is unavailable. Additionally, the system described in Henry does not address the
problems created when a wireless peripheral device is required to use a certain channel or
wirclcss technology standard. If a wireless peripheral device was required to use a certain
channel then the system in //enry would not operate in the r‘nanner disclosed in the application.
Respectfully, the Officc Action also incorrectly statcs the system in Henry discloscs
“forwarding the communication to the wireless periphcral device using a single wir;eless
technology standard” as described in pending Claim 1. In the situation where the systcm of
Henry does need to usc a second channel, it is not nccessary that the syslem stay on a single
channel to continuc to talk to the wireless peripheral device. Rather, the wireless peripheral
devices can be shuffled among any number of channcls as needed to reestablish communications
as described in Figurc 5 and the accompanying text. This fails to teach or suggest a limitation of

using a single wirclcss technology standard.
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B. Remarks regarding patentability of pending Claim 4.

In addition to the reasoning set forth aguinst Claim 1, the Officc Action also, respectfully,
incorrectly statcs Jlenry discloses a method “further comprising receiving an acknowledgement
from the wircless peripheral device, the acknowledgement indicating the single wireless
technology standard utilized by the wireless peripheral device.” (Prescnt Pending Claim 4).
While Henry docs discuss receiving u response [rom a second RITR, fenry does not address
“indicating the single wireless technology standard utilized by the wireless peripheral device.”
Rathcr than a single wireless technology standard, the system in Henry uses multiple channels
and docs not determine a single wireless technology standard. Again, the ability to shuflle
among a wireless peripheral device among multiplc channcls fails to meet the limitation of
cstablishing a “single wireless technology standard utilized by the wireless peripherul device" as
is described in the present Claim 4. As the samc argumcents are used as a basis for rejection of
Claim 1 and Claim 4, a1l arguments regarding the patentability of Claim 1 also pertain to the
patentability of Claim 4.

C. Remarks regarding patentability of pending Claim 7.

The Office Action sets forth the same arguments stated in the rejection of Claim 1 as
Claim 7. In addition to the aforcmentioned arguments regarding the patentability of Claim 1,
Claim 7 has the additional limitation of having “multiple wireless sysiems utilizing multiple
wireless technology standards.” While the system of Henry does address having multiple
wireless peripheral deviccs, it docs not address the concerns that abound from having to dcal
with mulliple base station transmitters or transmitters physice:.l.l\'yﬁo.r\neétdd to th; computer.

Henry dves not mention having multiple transmitters because their existence would be
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superfluous. Thus the limitation ol having “multiple wireless systems utilizing multiple wireless
technology standards” as stated in pending Claim 7 is not taught by Henry.
Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests the Office Action withdraw the rejection

applied against Claims, 1, 4, and 7 and issuc a Notice of Allowancc for the present application.

Under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a)

The Office Action has rejected claims 5, 6, 10, 11, 12, and 16 under 35 U.S.C.
§103(a) as being unpatentable over Henry in view of US 2004/0152457 to Goldstein et al.
(hereinafler Goldstein). The Oflice Action states that Goldstein discloses a method whercin the
step of communicating the wireless signals comprises wirelessly communicating the wircless
signals using morc than one wireless technology standard. Applicant respectfully traverses this
rejection and requests reconsideration and withdrawal thereof.

To establish a prima facie casc of obviousness, three critcria must be met. First, there
must be somc suggestion or motivation, either in the references themselves or in the knowledge
generally available to one of ordinary skill in the .art, 10 modify the reference§ or to combine
relerence tcachings. Second, there must be a reasonable cxpectation of success. Finally, the
prior art references when combined must teach or suggest all the claim limitations. See MPFP §
2142, See also, In re Dembiczak, 175 F.3d 994 (Fed. Cir. 1999); In re Rouffet, 149 I.3d 1350,
1355 (Fcd. Cir. 1998); Pro-Mold & Tool Co. v. Great Lakes Plastics, Inc., 75 ¥.3d 1568, 1573
(Fed. Cir. 1996). Each of the Office Action’s rejections will now be discussed in view of the

above requirements.
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A. Remarks rcgarding patentability of Claims 5, 6, 10-12, and 16.

The Office Action statcs “it would huve been obvious for one skilled in the art to
implement Henry ef al. s wircléss signals, as taught by Goldstein et al., in order o communicate
wirelessly with plural technologics so that the user is able to access plural peripheral devices.”
Goldstein does demonstrate the use of various wireless communications connections. However,
Applicant respectively dirccts the reader to (he following: (1) it is not necessary for the system of
Henry to use more than onc channel; (2) the purposc of //enry is to maintain reliable
communication after a “discovery process™ (Paragraph [0007]); (3) Henry does not address the
problems arising when a wireless peripheral device must use a certain channcl; (4) the system of’
Henry is not required to stay on a single channcl to talk to a wireless peripheral device; and (5)
with respect to pending Claims 7, 10-12, and 16, Ifenry does not disclose muitiplc wireless
syslems responsiblc for sending the original signal. |

Thercfore, Applicant respectfully submits that pending Claims §, 6, 10-12, and 16 can not
be said to be obvious over Henry in view of Goldstein because there is no suggestion or
motivation to modify the references or to combine them to reach Applicant’s iﬂvention, nor do
the prior art references, when combined, teach or suggest all the claims limitations aa required by

. MPEP § 2142,
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IV. CONCLUSION

For at least the above rcasons, Applicant respectfully requests allowance of the claims
pending in this case and issuance of a patent containing these claims in due course. Applicant’s
counsel reprets that he was not able to schedule a telephone interview with Lixaminer Phu prior to
submilling the present arguments within the present extension period. Should Examincr Phu
believe that a telephone conlerence would be uscful to resolve any concerns and move this
application to aﬂow-;vancc. Examiner Phu is respectiully requested to contact the undersigned at
the telephone nnmbcf listed below. Otherwise, Applicant respectfully rcquests timcly issuance of

a Notice of Allowance for the prescent application.

Respcectfully submitted,
Paul Knowlton
Reg. No. 44,842
Attomney for Applicant
" Dated: February 12, 2007
PAarks KNOWLTON LLC
1117 Perimeter Center West
Suite WE402 .
Atlanta, Georgia 30338
(678) 325-6601
(678) 325-6605 facsimilc
Altomney Docket No.: €02-0076-000
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